
In response to your recent inquiry regarding fu,ed 
1 b~,.,the Dep~rtmen~,t_of Defense ,fq~~~“c~!:n.s.,t.ruc”t~ln,g. c,o.mmls,sarres and 5 

/ ps t-. e,xc.km..gcs , we obtained statistical data showing the num- 
byrgna’ costs of projects funded, or proposed to be funded, 
from nonappropriated and appropriated funds during fiscal years 
1971 through 1973. i 

For the commissaries, there were 149 non-appropriated- 
fund projects totaling $42 million and ..23 appropriated-fund 
projects totaling $40 million. For the exchanges, there were 
555 non-appropriated-fund projects totaling $135 million and 
4 appropriated-fund projects totaling $2 million. (See en- 
closure. > 

For fiscal year 1974, the Department of Defense requested 
appropriated funds for eight commissary projects totaling 
$19 million and for one exchange project for $1.8 million. 
Comparable data is not available for nonappropriated funds, 

Commissaries are required by law to add to the stores’ * 
purchase cost a surcharge to cover operating expenses for 
domestic transportation; maintenance of operating equipment 
and .supplies; utilities; and losses due to shrinkage, spoilage, 
and pilferage. Other cwarvmts are covered by appro- 
priated funds. The Department of Defense considers excess 
surcharge funds collected on commissary sales to be nonappro- 
priated funds and uses them to pay for improvements, altera- - 
tions, and additions or for large construction projects, de- 
pending on the funds available. Exchanges are self-sustaining 
and are non-appropriated-fund activities. 

Appropriated funds are generally used to pay for large 
commissary projects, such as construction of new stores. One 
major exception is the Fort Bcnning, Georgia, Community Shop- 
ping Center, which includes a commissary, post exchange, and 
several small shops and which is estimated to cost about 
$8 million. This ccntcr is being financed almost entirely by 
nonappropriated commissary and exchange funds, Appropriated 
funds have not been sought because delays in obtaining them 
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were anticipated and because the commissary has excess sur- 
charge funds to pay for the part of the shopping center it 
will occupy. 

In contrast, nearly all funds used for exchange projects 
are nonappropriated funds. Recent exchange projects included 
construction, expansion, and renovation of stores and related 
service centers, Exceptions to using nonappropriated funds 
are one Army project for $148,000 and three Navy projects to- 
taling $2 million. The Navy included an additional exchange 
project for $1.8 million in its 1974 appropriations request 

IL which the Corigrexhas not yet acted on. 

The appropriated funds used for constructing the indi- 
vidual exchange projects we reviewed had been requested and 
justified on the basis of special circumstances. A Department 
of Defense official said that the exchange project funded from 
the 1972 appropriation for about $1 million was part of a con- 
struction program replacing naval facilities in Gulfport, Mis- 
Sissippi, that had been destroyed by a hurricane. Navy offi- 
cials told the Subcommittee on Military Construction, IIouse +‘:;:i.g 

c5 c ommittee on Appropriations, that the two exchange projects 
’ requiring appropriated funds for 1973, totaling about $1 mil- 

lion, were naval exchange facilities in Crete and in Sicily 
for which sufficient nonappropriated funds were not available. 

We trust this information is responsive to your inquiry. 
If we can be of further assistance, please let US know. 

We do not plan to distribute this report further unless 
you agree or make public its contents. 

Sincerely yours, 

?omptrollcr General 
of the United States 
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ENCLOSURE 
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1971 s 6,668 :: 3 :7,x4 1 I 5,101 
i972 7,110 12,790 5 6,020 
1973 23 4,966 51 13,218 2 8,093 

Ei su z s 5J,ZlZ 5 

1971 64 521.:51 177 3 57,819 8 511,500 5 - 
1972 4’ ? 10,9JS 169 27,414 8 10,567 1 93: 
1973 38 r,sos :os 49.423 7 - 1-,9J3 i !,169 

149 23 1 - S41,hYS - 555’ S13),asa ilO, s S?,lJl 

aProjects betvcen SZS.000 and 5300,000 that have been started or placed tnder contract and projects owr 
I300,OOO that have been proposed but not starred, as indicated in Department of llefense reports. 

bIncludes one project for $4,036,000, which approximates the share of the total estimated costs to be 
provided by each fund for constructing the proposed Fort Benning Community jhopping Center. (Total 
estimated cost $8,072,000.) 




